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Bone Dry?
Prohibition New Mexico Style

1918-1933
DAVID J. McCULLOUGH

Octaviano Larrazolo was an early campaigner for New Mexico's "bone
dry" prohibition amendment, and as governor from 1919 to 1921, he
proved to be a staunch supporter of the dry cause. Judge Reed Holloman of Santa Fe, one of the state's most powerful and respected
political leaders, was a constant advocate and defender of the prohibition measure. Albert B. Fall was one of the "dry" leaders in the u.s.
Senate where he championed federal prohibition laws, including the
Volstead Act. By the time the "noble experiment" had ground to its
inevitable end in the fall of 1933, Larrazolo was dead from cirrhosis of
the liver, Holloman had been indicted as a conspirator in the Gallup
liquor-ring scandal, and Fall, having plummeted from the office of
Secretary of the Interior to a prison cell, had suffered the additional
humiliation of being accused of having his doctor smuggle whiskey
into that cell. 1
Obviously, the people of New Mexico had hoped for better things
David J. McCullough teaches history and sociology at West Shore Community College in Scottville, Michigan, and is a doctoral candidate in American Studies in the
University of New Mexico. His dissertation explores how attitudes toward prohibition
influenced passage of the "Maine" laws in the Great Lakes region.
1. Santa Fe New Mexican, April 8, 1930, p. 1; April 10, 1931, p. 1; April 27, 1932, p.
1.
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when they opted to become the twenty-seventh state to enter the prohibition column in the general election of November 1917. 2 Much has
been written about prohibition in Chicago and New York. Our popular
notions about the period revolve around images of AI Capone, bathtub gin, flappers, and jazz. A chronicle of that troubled era as it unfolded in New Mexico will provide a different sort of scenario, one that
is unique to the Southwest.
By the time the state legislature convened in January 1917, the
New Mexico arms of the Anti-Saloon League and the Women's Christian Temperance Union (WCTU) had marshalled enough political strength
to move the legislature toward a positive vote on a "bone dry" amendment to the state constitution. The proposed amendment would be
submitted to the people in the general election of November 6, 1917.
If it passed, the state would go dry October 1 the following year.
It was at this juncture that fate intervened on behalf of the drys.
A few days before the prohibition bill passed the legislature, Governor
Ezequiel C. de Baca died. His successor, Governor Washington Ellsworth Lindsey, and Mrs. Lindsey were two of the most convincing
and dedicated speakers in the dry camp. Taking full advantage of their
new prestige, they became one of the two major reasons the measure
passed. The other was the compelling argument fostered by prohibition
forces that wartime shortages of sugar and grain were being exacerbated by continued manufacture of alcoholic beverages. Drinking had
become unpatriotic. 3 Augmenting this argument was the Anti-Saloon
League's assertion that production of New Mexico coal, coke, and
copper was essential to the war effort, and that drunkenness of miners
substantially reduced production of those resources. Governor Lindsey
supported this argument by asserting that if the state's mines were to
meet the demands placed upon them, prohibition would be imperative. 4 This patriotic fervor, coupled with the growing prohibition movement, proved a winning combination; on election day, forty thousand
votes were cast, and the state voted dry by a sixteen thousand-vote
margin.
In a triumphant victory speech, New Mexico Secretary of State
Antonio Lucero, a Republican and a member of the state board of the
2. Ernest Hurst Cherrington, ed., Anti-Saloon League Year Book (Westerville, Ohio:
Anti-Saloon League, 1918), 98.
3. For an informative account of the election, see James A. Burran, "Prohibition in
New Mexico, 1917," New Mexico Historical Review, 48 (April 1973), 133-49.
4. Cherrington, Anti-Saloon League Year Book, 158-59.
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Anti-Saloon League, claimed that the vote and the solid support demonstrated for the measure by newspapers, politicians, and the business
and professional communities meant that "Demon Rum" had been "put
down forever." The general popularity of prohibition was still apparent
a year later when Governor Lindsey proudly identified prohibition as
a Republican cause. In campaigning for his successor, Octaviano Larrazolo, Lindsey noted his, Larrazolo's, and the Republican party's efforts in ushering in the dry era. s
Several items in the press indicated a general feeling that the law
would work. Newspapers carried classified ads for bar fixtures "dirt
cheap for cash, no decent offer refused." An article appeared in the
Santa Fe New Mexican informing its readers that Universal Films had
decreed that none of its films would depict drinking because nothing
becomes obsolete as rapidly as a "custom that has been outlawed."
Another news report maintained that the public was not missing the
"thirst parlors." An article describing how Santa Feans were planning
to welcome the new year of 1919 made absolutely no reference to
alcohol or its absence, and on February 27, 1919, a "Dry Dictionary"
appeared in the New Mexican, a sample of which is offered here:
Alcohol-Highly rectified spirit. Used as a preservative element
in medicines etc.
Beer-A fermented extract of parts of various plants as spruce,
ginger, sassafras etc.
Champagne-A province in France
Chaser-One who, or that which chases
Cocktail-A horse with a docked tail
Cordial-Hearty, sincere6
The dry forces assumed that the law was the solution to the liquor
problem and looked toward larger vistas. On January 21, 1919, Captain
Richard Pearson Hobson, naval hero of the Spanish-American War,
spoke at Albuquerque High School on the need for worldwide prohibition. R. E. Farley, superintendent of the New Mexico branch of the
Anti-Saloon League, was assigned the task of organizing the League
in South America. 7
Business was reorganizing for prohibition. Shortly after the law
5. Santa Fe New Mexican, November 7, 1917, p. 7, October 8, 1918, p. 3.
6. Albuquerque Morning Journal, September 3,1918, p. 7, October 17, 1918, p. 3; Santa
Fe New Mexican, December 31, 1918, p. 3, February 8, 1919, p. 3, February 27, 1919, p.
4.

7. Albuquerque Morning Journal, January 21, 1919, p. 8, March 18, 1919, p. 6.
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was passed, Thomas P. Gable announced the establishment of a company in Albuquerque to manufacture, bottle, and distribute soft drinks.
His hope, of course, was that after prohibition came into effect he would
be in an advantageous position. Charles Farley planned to continue
business in his Old Opera Bar in Las Vegas selling soft drinks. Most
others involved in the sale of liquor opted to change businesses. Robert
Fox, owner of the Lobby Bar in East Las Vegas, decided to turn his
full-time attention to his ranch, and Charles Greenglay, a wholesale
liquor dealer, purchased a hardware and plumbing business. Other
New Mexicans prepared for prohibition by attempting to discover
methods of avoiding it. All manner of alcoholic non-beverage tonics,
extracts, bracers, and bitters became the objects of experimentation.
All, regardless of their potability or effect, were eventually determined
to be illegaP
If it took a while before New Mexicans were able to devote much
attention or energy to prohibition, it was probably because in fall 1918,
events of far greater importance occurred. The war wound to an end
in November, and for weeks, even months, before and after the armistice, the public's attention focused on reports from France. Another
event causing considerable concern that fall was the Spanish flu epidemic. The outbreak arrived in the state simultaneously with prohibition. By October 6 and 7, Albuquerque had ordered movie theaters,
schools, dance halls, churches, pool halls, and the university closed.
Families were urged to postpone funerals or limit their size. With all
of this unusual activity, it is little wonder that it took over a month
before an arrest was made for violation of the new prohibition law in
Albuquerque. The first arrest in Santa Fe did not occur until February
of the following year. 9
The small-time nature of the first bootlegging operations can be
best illustrated by the report of one of the first arrests. On November
25, a clerk in the Albuquerque market of G. Toti was arrested for selling
a man two quarts of whiskey. Later in the same day, Toti was arrested
on the same charge. Mrs. Toti refused to allow the police to take her
husband, and her resistance was firm enough that she, too, was eventually required to go along to the station. Fines of two hundred dl)llars
each were assessed for Toti and the clerk. Mrs. Toti was fined thirty
8. Albuquerque Morning Journal, December 21, 1917, p. 4, October 17, 1918, p. 7,
February 5, 1919, p. 3, August 30, 1919, p. 3, November 25, 1919, p. 4; Santa Fe New
Mexican, December 21, 1920, p. 3.
9. Albuquerque Morning Journal, October 6, 1918, section 1, p. 8, October 7, 1918, p.
8, November 9, 1918, p. 8; Santa Fe New Mexican, February 11, 1919, p. 2.
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dollars. Because the epidemic had restricted entertainment in town,
the trial of the Totis in police court drew a large crowd. 10
One difficulty associated with lax enforcement in the beginning
may have been the uneasiness or even ignorance on the part of lawmen
concerning policy. The amendment set only maximum penalties. Individual jurisdictions had to determine their own standards within the
framework provided by the state law. Albuquerque passed an enforcement ordinance only twelve days before the amendment took effect.
It is likely that many jurisdictions had no enforcement policy at all. An
important topic when a statewide meeting of sheriffs convened in Santa
Fe in February 1919 was to have been "measures for enforcing the laws
against bootlegging." A report of their proceedings does not indicate
whether they made any decisions on the subject, but their varied methods of enforcement suggest that they did not. In that respect the sheriffs
would not stand alone. II
The state legislature, under considerable political duress, passed
the prohibition measure, but it was in no hurry to enact effective
enforcement legislation, although the party platforms always called for
it. A statewide enforcement bill was introduced in every session through
1929, but a legislature composed of men among whom drinking was
probably close to universal did not wish to put real teeth into the law.
The law was not really aimed at the "better sort."
Labor and socialist organizations in New Mexico and elsewhere
had fought prohibition on the grounds it was class-oriented. When Ma
Ferguson was governor of neighboring Texas, she attracted a lot of
criticism by pardoning liquor-law offenders. She noted correctly that
the wealthy drinkers, who helped create the demand for alcohol that
encouraged bootlegging, were not breaking the law by buying and
consuming. It was the fellow who produced and sold who violated the
law and went to jail. She insisted the buyer should also be guilty.
One way middle- and upper-class people replaced the bar in New
Mexico social life, if indeed bars had ever really been a part of that life,
was to form clubs. The decade after World War I could be called the
era of the fraternal organization. Newspapers in the first years of the
decade carried numerous announcements of Elks, Moose, and Knights
of Pythias lodges being organized. The growth of American Legion
posts was even more rapido--By the middle of the decade, there were
10. Albuquerque Morning Journal, November 25, 1918, p. 8, November 26, 1918, p.
4.

11. Albuquerque Morning Journal, September 26, 1918, p. 3; Santa Fe New Mexican,
February to, 1919, p. 3, February 11, 1919, p. 3.
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constant notices of Legion dances, wild-West shows, and other social
events. Two weeks after the state went dry, the elite Santa Fe Club
announced that it was looking to buy or build a new club facility. 12
What replaced the saloon for most New Mexicans was the speakeasy. Some speak-easys were simply former licensed bars. Others were
set up in rented or leased homes. The tentative nature of these sorts
of businesses did not dictate large investments in real estate. Most were
quite austere but some rivaled those in the more populous East. One
of the more notable establishments was housed in a three-story building in Santa Fe. The quality of the drinks and the decor of the rooms
changed on each floor. The first floor was for "poorer people" who
wished to quench their thirst with "'white mule'-white and raw." The
second floor was for those slightly more affluent who wished to ascend
to "Second Heaven" for a taste of "Hooch, slightly colored with some
brownish substance." Only those with a "fat wad" could make it to the
third floor where good quality booze was sold. One could drink the
top-floor liquor "without a chaser."B
Sometimes speak-easy owners'manufactured their own booze. But
more frequently, particularly as time went on, they came to depend
upon bootleggers operating ever-larger stills in the countryside or upon
supplies brought in from greater distances by that most romantic of
all prohibition-era characters-the rumrunner. Most of the liquor rumrunners carried into the state came initially from Mexico. Some crossed
directly into Columbus. Larger quantities came in from Aqua Prieta
via Douglas, Arizona, in spite of the apparently sincere efforts of General P. Elias Calles, the military governor of Sonora, to halt the traffic.
But most Mexican liquor crossed the border between Juarez and EI
Paso. In October 1919, the Mexican government announced a ten-mile
zone along the border in which American citizens could not purchase
liquor. This act was a courtesy to the United States and much more
honored in its breach than by its effect. Part of the same legislation
abolished the prohibition established by General Calles in Sonora and
provided for the licensing of Sonorans who wished to sell beer and
light wines. The net effect was little if any change in Juarez and much
more tequila, mescal, and sotol in Aqua Prieta, some of it brought
across the border under the garments of smugglers. 14
Considerable effort was expended to stem the flow of Mexican
12. Santa Fe New Mexican, October 15, 1919, p. 2.
13. Ibid., February 18, 1927, p. 7.
14. Ibid., July 1, 1919, p. 3; Albuquerque Morning Journal, July 5, 1919, p. 2, October
23, 1919, p. 1, June 17, 1920, p. 1.
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liquor into El Paso, including a good deal of gunplay and not a few
deaths. A Mexican smuggler was killed during a pitched gun battle on
the streets of El Paso on December 18, 1919, in the first of many incidents involving gun battles. Another shooting incident occurred on
the El Paso-Juarez border two weeks later, on January 3, and resulted
in the loss of the life of an informant. In one rare incident, Mexican
officers attempted to stop some smugglers; the result, however, was
more humorous than effective. Responding to a report that smugglers
crossed the river in the early morning with bottles of wine, Colonel
Raphael Davila of the River Guards found a group of men who appeared to be bathing in water "so thick with mud that it could almost
be shoveled with a spade." The men insisted that they enjoyed the
water during the cool hours of the morning. Davila was angry and
frustrated because he felt the men were laughing at him, but he could
find no wine. Perhaps the colonel might have hoped that the same
group was involved in an incident at the river several years later when
smugglers, surprised by border patrolmen in an early morning fog,
became confused and started shooting at each other. The patrolmen
just sat back and watched. 15
After the liquor was safely into the country, it was the rumrunners'
job to get it to the local distributor (the bootlegger). Fortunately for
them, the state of New Mexico experienced, as did the rest of the
nation, a large increase in private automobile ownership after the war.
By September 1919, there were over seventeen thousand autos registered in the state. Concomitant with this increase was a demand for
that one thing the rumrunner needed, more and better roads. August
1919 saw one of the first incidents of rumrunning when the Bonnie
brothers of Louisville, Kentucky, were arrested for shipping liquor into
Chama. U.S. District Court Judge Colin Neblett fined them one thousand dollars on each of the six counts. If the incident had occurred
after September 17 that year, their car would also have been confiscated
under a new federal measure. Rumrunners were prosecuted in federal
court prior to national prohibition in January 1920 because they had
violated the Reed Amendment which made a federal offense of transporting alcohol into a dry state or territory. In one incident near the
town of Hill, federal agents got the car but not the man. After blowing
out the tires of a rumrunner's Studebaker with their guns, they seized
the car and fifty-five pints of whiskey but never found the driver.
Carrizozo seemed to have been a good place to capture rumrunners
15. Santa Fe New Mexican, December 18, 1919, p. 1, January 4, 1920, p. 1, August
1, 1921, p. 4, March 24, 1930, p. 1.
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Charles H. Stearns, deputy administrator for the U.S. Prohibition Office, gets assistance in disposing
of illegal moonshine in the late 1920s. Courtesy Albuquerque Museum Photoarchives.
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in summer 1921. On July 29, after an exciting chase, Sheriff Ed Hoares

nabbed a trio of runners, their car, and forty-nine quarts of whiskey.
Several other quarts stored in the tonneau were broken in the chase.
The driver was known to be a regular runner. About two weeks later,
Indian police on the Mescalero Reservation near Carrizozo captured a
large, seven-passenger car with fifty gallons of alcohol. The driver was
thought to be a regular because there were several bullet holes in the
rear of the vehicle. Sometimes they got away. In January 1922, prohibition officers in Lordsburg rece.ived a tip that a certain car would
come through with a cargo of liquor. When the anticipated car finally
arrived at 2 A.M., the officers ordered it to halt. The driver stepped on
the gas, and, though pursued and shot at repeatedly by the officers,
got away.16
Tom Mitchell was perhaps the nearest thing to the Al Capone image
in New Mexico bootlegging and rumrunning history. In October 1919,
Mitchell, a former Albuquerque hotel man, was indicted by a federal
grand jury in U. S. District Court in Santa Fe on four charges of violating
the prohibition law. He was accused of operating as a wholesale bootlegger; he claimed he had been framed by federal agents. On November
14, he received a not-guilty verdict. Shortly afterward he moved to El
Paso where he purchased a luxury apartment building and a bar across
the river in Juarez. Mitchell also owned a ranch in Tesuque. A businessman with property in El Paso and Tesuque, connections with bootleggers in Albuquerque, and a license to purchase liquor wholesale in
Mexico could, if he were so inclined, see a potential for making a lot
of money. On the night of August 24, 1922, federal prohibition officers
arrested Mitchell. At the same time, Mitchell's wife was arrested in
Albuquerque where she had followed a truck making a delivery of
forty cases of good whiskey. That escapade cost Mitchell three thousand
dollars. No reports were found concerning Mitchell after this arrest,
but a good guess might be that he did not get out of the business. On
the same day as the Mitchell arrests, a truck with twenty cases of
whiskey was seized en route to the Republican state convention. There
was a degree of irony in this incident because the Republicans were
identified as the party that brought prohibition to New Mexico. 17
As time passed, the demand for alcoholic beverages increased;
16. Santa Fe New Mexican, August 28,1919, p. 6, September 27,1919, p. 3, September
30, 1919, p. 30, July 11, 1921, p. 5, July 29, 1921, p. 4, August 10, 1921, p. 4, January
28, 1922, p. 4.
17. Albuquerque Morning Journal, October 19, 1919, section 1, p. 6, November 14,
1919, section 1, p. 6; Santa Fe New Mexican, August 25, 1922, pp. 1, 5.
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and the size of shipments became larger. Eight miles southeast of Roswell, on December 28, 1925, a truck and a closed delivery van were
captured carrying 324 gallons of alcohol, 168 quarts of tequila, and 96
quarts of whiskey. The following year saw the airplane enlisted in the
. effort to satisfy New Mexico's demand for liquor. 18 During the peak
years of the era, the efforts of federal agents to slow the rumrunners
remained fairly constant. They seized twenty-nine automobiles in 1927,
twenty in 1928, twenty-seven in 1929, and thirty in 1931. But demand
was always too great to be satisfied by smuggling. From the very
beginning of the dry era, bootleggers were in the business of operating
bigger and better stills in New Mexico. By 1922, the distillation of grain
alcohol had taken on the characteristics of the thriving industry it
would retain until repeal.
Initially bootlegging operations were small. Most early bootleggers
sold stocks of liquor that remained from before the law took effect. As
those stocks diminished, they explored other sources of supply. Since
bootlegging was an illegal occupation, people who engaged in it were,
by definition, lawbreakers. Therefore, theft was one of the first methods these entrepreneurs employed to shore up sagging inventories.
Some dyed-in-the-wool drinkers were known to have laid in large
stocks prior to enactment of the law. These unfortunates involuntarily
became the bootleggers' first source of supply. In March 1919, thirtyone cases of whiskey were stolen from Frank Jordan of Grant County.
Bootlegger Frank Ladish was extradicted from Fanin, Texas, to stand
trial for the theft. In the same month, Alvin Alford and Guy Good
were arrested for stealing a barrel of whiskey from a coal yard in
Clayton. In the same town in the same month, a barrel of whiskey was
stolen from a private home. The thieves were also charged with bootlegging. One of the largest thefts of privately owned stock occurred at
a ranch outside Roy in November 1921 when a pair of thieves entered
the home of Henry Garzina, who, with his wife, was shopping in
town. The thieves locked the children in the cellar and made off with
more than ten thousand dollars worth of liquor. 19
Scarcity of supply also brought the con man into the arena. One
form of scam that appeared early was practiced by hangers-on around
the railroad stations. They would offer to run down the block and buy
liquor for travelers in exchange for a small fee; of course, with the
travelers' money in their pockets, they never returned. A story of a
18. Santa Fe New Mexican, December 28, 1925, p. 3, March 26, 1926, p. 1.
19. Santa Fe New Mexican, March 7, 1919, p. 5, March 11, 1919, p. 5, November 30,
1921, p. 4.
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more creative "sting" made the rounds in Albuquerque in August 1919.
A proprietor of a "soft-drink bar" was offered an opportunity to buy a
barrel of good whiskey for $150-a very good price. He was invited
to taste the whiskey through a straw. After determining the fine quality
of the whiskey in this manner, he made the purchase, only to discover
that the whiskey he had sampled came from a half-pint bottle suspended below the bung. As "marks" generally do, the buyer denied
the truth of the story. Meanwhile, some bootleggers operated through
legitimate businesses. A Chinese laundryman in Deming delivered
liquor hidden in bundles of laundry to his clients. He attracted suspicion when he was seen staggering under the weight of a load of
laundry. Another bootlegger, Apolonio Gallo, used his liquor income
to augment profits from his Albuquerque barber shop.20
Some of the first locally produced liquors were made in small
quantities from raisins, a fairly simple and quick process. A revenue
agent, after visiting Las Vegas, New Mexico, in November indicated
that the "art of distilling whiskey from raisins was well advanced in
that city." An item in an Albuquerque paper in November of that year
reported that the price of raisins was up considerably and blamed
prohibition for the increase. Raisin whiskey was the liquor involved
in one of the earliest Albuquerque bootlegger stories. On February 8,
1919, deputy sheriffs were tipped that a wagon was e'n route to the
White Star, a former saloon north of town at Twelfth and Mountain.
The wagon never arrived, but while the deputies were waiting, a cab
arrived and a man got out and entered the White Star. When the man
reappeared just minutes later and reentered the cab, his coat caught
on the door, revealing two pint bottles in the pockets. The wife of the
White Star's owner, a Mrs. Franceschini, was arrested. Mr. Franceschini
was reportedly out of town. The White Star next appears in the record
on August 2, 1919, when the Franceschinis were arrested for selling
whiskey they had made out of raisins. Five days later there was a
report that they had been denied a writ of replevin asking for the
return of their whiskey. Filing the writ may have been a tactical error
on their part. Only six weeks later, on September 22, a news item
reported that the U.S. District Court of Appeals had denied the appeals
of Guiseppi Merline (alias Joe Franceschini) and Euginio Barra (alias
Lina Franceschini) and said they were to be deported to Italy. 21
20, Albuquerque Morning Journal, February 8, 1919, p. 3, April 10, 1919, p. 2, August
6, 1919, Sec. 1, p. 9; Santa Fe New Mexican, April 23, 1919, p. 3.
21. Albuquerque Morning Journal, November 23, 1919, section 1, p, 1, February 8,
1919, p, 3, August 2, 1919, p. 2, August 7, 1919, section 2, p. 3; Santa Fe New Mexican,
August 8, 1919, p. 3., September 22, 1919, p. 6, October 9, 1919, p. 6.
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The small stills employing the use of raisins, like that of the White
Star, were soon supplanted by larger stills making whiskey from the
more traditional grains. The first arrest and seizure reported in the
press involving a large still occurred in a secluded canyon five miles
north of Gallup in May 1919. Some of the early attempts to distill
bootleg whiskey apparently did not meet with much success. When
miner J. E. McDonald was given thirty days in jail and fined one
hundred dollars for operating a still, he grumbled that he had not
made "anything worth drinking." Like the still in the secluded canyon,
most distilling operations were carried on away from towns. Sometimes the production of "white mule" didn't blend too well with other
farm and ranch activities, and sometimes it did. One farmer outside
Hope, New Mexico, used his pig pens for the storage of corn mash.
He probably hoped federal agents would not wish to muck around in
the pig pens looking for evidence. Unfortunately for him, Sheriff Baton
and Federal Agent Gordon were not at all averse to doing just that.
They arrested the farmer and destroyed a large quantity of mash. Another pig-pen incident took place in July 1921 about twenty miles east
of Wagon Mound on the Dolores Martinez ranch. Martinez had been
tipped that prohibition agent John Beaver was on his way to search
the ranch. He quickly dumped the mash into the hog pen. When the
federal agent arrived, the hogs, of course, were staggering about the
pen, creating a scene of great comic intensity. Martinez offered the
lame explanation that the mash was a feed he was trying on the hogs.
The United States commissioner, however, ordered Martinez held over
for the grand jury. 22
By the end of 1921, the business of unlawful distilling was not the
booming industry it was to become. When a rancher named Crisp was
arrested along with his brother-in-law for operating a still near Fort
Sumner in December neither he nor his brother-in-law could make bail.
More intensive operations began to appear early in 1922. In a federal
raid at the home and store of William Burch in the Chihuahua section
of Raton, officials discovered a 25-gallon still operating at full capacity.
They seized 150 gallons of first-run whiskey along with 6 gallons of
second run, 300 gallons of mash, and supplies of corn chops, corn
meal, wheat, and sugar. By 1925, still capacity had evolved to the larger
80- and 100-gallon types that would serve the rest of the prohibition
era. One such still was discovered in a cave near Alamogordo in May
1925. The raiding officers were about to give up their search of a cave
22. Albuquerque Morning Journal, May 20, 1919, p. 3; Santa Fe New Mexican, October
23, 1919, p. 7, December 28, 1920, p. 5, July 14, 1921, p. 4.
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that had been suspected of hiding a still when one of the officers found
a door that revealed a much larger cave. They discovered an 80-gallon
still and large quantities of finished liquor and supplies. 23
The largest still discovered in New Mexico through 1925 was seized
in a raid on the Walter Johnson ranch twenty-five miles south of Fort
Sumner. The still had a capacity of 310 gallons with a 50-gallon tank
for steaming, a SOD-gallon water tank, and a large coil, a large still by
New Mexico standards. Once the capacity reached 100 gallons, it stabilized at that. The most probable reason was that a lOa-gallon still
was small enough to be dismantled easily, transported, and restarted
in a new location, thus making detection and loss through seizure less
.possible..
Two other distilling operations illustrate the enterprise of this New
Mexico industry. A large steam still with a nO-gallon capacity was
captured along with 40 gallons of "first-class" liquor and 1,000 gallons
of mash near Lamy Junction. It was discovered that a car had just left
to make delivery of 70 gallons to a Texas customer. The liquor traffic,
in 1929, at least for some liquor had reversed! A Texan figured in the
story of what would have been the largest still ever built in New
Mexico. J. S. Moore of Estelline, Texas, was arrested by Sheriff Brooke
of de Baca County for his involvement and financial backing of a 7,000gallon still that was being constructed on the Old Clancy Ranch near
Fort Sumner. 24
Most arrests of bootleggers were made by federal agents. However,
prior to federal prohibition, local police and sheriff's departments made
some sincere attempts to enforce the state law. After the start of national
prohibition of January 16, 1920, it became a general policy over the
entire state to leave the enforcement of prohibition to the federal authorities. Such a policy did not reflect a wish to ignore the law, but
rather a sensible economic strategy. Local jurisdictions did not believe
that money from fines could offset the cost of apprehending and trying
prohibition offenders. The federal government early on, however, did
quite well in the collection of fines. Court receipts for fines in the U.S.
District Court for New Mexico for the six months ending December
31, 1919, totaled $19,266. More than $18,000 of that amount came from
various liquor violations, mostly Reed Amendment offenses. Until the
Volstead Act took effect and the load of enforcement fell entirely upon
23.
1925, p.
24.
1930, p.

Santa Fe New Mexican, December 30, 1921, p. 4, January 10, 1922, p. 5, May 25,
4.
Santa Fe New Mexican, May 25, 1925, p. 4, November 26, 1929, p. 3, March 24,
1.
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the federal government, the costs of maintaining officers in the field,
of trials, and of imprisonment removed any windfall that might have
accrued during the Reed Amendment period. Indeed, cost of enforcement was a repeated theme used by the Wets in their arguments for
repeaI. 25
When national prohibition went into effect, the federal government seemed no better prepared to enforce the law than local officials
had been sixteen months earlier. Antonio Lucero, the first federal prohibition director for the state, said he had not been an applicant for
the job and was surprised when he read the news release announcing
his appointment to the post. He said he had a "general idea of what
his duties were." He added that he had not received any specific information from Washington about the size of his staff and had not been
able to "map out a course of procedure," but "he stood for enforcement
of the law." Lucero's comments came on January 16, 1920, the day the
law took effect. The wheels of the federal government ground slowly,
but grind they did. By July news of arrests had moved to the front
page. The first "flying squadron" raids took place in Las Vegas where
a force of federal agents entered town- in darkness the night of November 30, 1921, and raided two establishments. The same night in
Santa Fe, federal agents posing as customers were able to arrest three
bootleggers. The extent to which bootlegging had grown by that time
is illustrated by reports of agents who were appalled not only by the
open manner in which the drinks were sold but also by the price. A
drink of whiskey was twenty-five cents, a price that rivaled pre-prohibition days.26
The federal agents were not alone in their anger and frustration.
In January 1922, R. E. Farley of the Anti-Saloon League, declared that
the situation in New Mexico was worse "than in the average state in
regard to enforcement...." He added that it appeared to be the opinion of local officials that "if the white mule is running away, it is up to
the federal officers to head him off." He declared that New Mexico had
a strict state law and that the federal government expected a "reasonable effort ... to enforce it." Farley also said the U.S. Attorney General
"or one of his special representatives" would soon be in the state to
seek greater local assistance in "fighting the bootlegger." Three days
later Governor Merritt C. Mechem declared that it had been customary
to turn the "whole matter" over to the federal government when it had
25. Santa Fe New Mexican, January 8, 1920, p. 2.
26. Albuquerque Morning Journal, January 16, 1920, p. 4; Santa Fe New Mexican, November 3D, 1921, pp. 1, 4.
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jurisdiction, "especially when money could be saved by the state in
doing so." He added, however, that if federal authorities wanted the
state to take a more active role in the "suppression of the liquor traffic,"
he was sure the state would favor it and "such would be [his] attitude."
Soon thereafter, the U.S. Attorney did ask Mechem for greater cooperation with federal authorities. Mechem agreed and said he would
ask the legislature for a bill authorizing confiscation of cars and other
vehicles in order to recover the costs of enforcement. What all that
rhetoric may have accomplished is not clear, but incidents of arrests,
as reported in the press, do not indicate a shift toward greater cooperation with the federal prohibition officers. There may have been some
token movement in that direction, for the number of prohibition cases
appearing before U.S. District Judge Colin Neblett increased to about
thirty a month by July 1922 but returned quickly to the dozen or so
level it had been previously. 27
The state's failure to enforce its own law generally was blamed on
the lack of adequate enforcement legislation. However, this appears
to be a politically expedient rationale rather than the actual case. In
1923, the legislature made the state's law the same as the federal government's. Lawmakers escaped the task of negotiating specific provisions by simply referencing the Volstead Act. The failure of local
authorities to enforce the state law from that point until December
1925, when the New Mexico Supreme Court declared the "a la Volstead"
bill unconstitutional, was probably a conscious decision. The Volstead
Act, after all, had provided adequate enforcement through federal agents.
In the wake of the decision, the press expressed some concern that
drunkenness would become instantly pandemic. A reporter for the
Santa Fe New Mexican noted that his investigation revealed no great
change in the drinking habits of Santa Feans. What little respect existed
in society for prohibition laws was a result of federal enforcement
policy, and that policy was still in effect. Indeed, federal agents stepped
up enforcement during this period, and their efforts apparently had
an adverse effect on bootlegging, judging from a steadily declining
number of cases before the U.S. District Court during the first half of
1926. An emergency session was considered for enacting a new enforcement law, but the plan failed to generate enough interest to guarantee its success and was dropped by mid-Apri1. 28
27. Santa Fe New Mexican, January 2, 1922, p. 1, January 5, 1922, p. 1, January 18,
1922, p. 1, July 5, 1922, p. 3, March 17, 1923, p. 6, January 8, 1924, p. 2, March 12, 1924,
p. 7, May 6, 1924, p. 3.
28. Santa Fe New Mexican, December 15, 1925, p. 2, December 17, 1925, p. 6, De-
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Attempts to deal with prohibition in the legislative sessions of
1927 and 1929 is a story of hypocrisy, chicanery, Machiavellian machinations, and high comedy. In brief, the House continually attempted
to water down or destroy any new legislation to strengthen the prohibition law. The Senate, acutely aware of the political power the Drys
could exert, shared the feelings of the House, but was more pragmatic.
In hectic sessions, the Senate ultimately was successful in putting down
the revolts of the young Turks in the House. Legislation supporting
prohibition always passed regardless of the will or intent to enforce
the laws, and irrespective of legislators' drinking customs. As Will
Rogers, who addressed the New Mexico legislature in February 1927
while the lawmakers attempted to find agreement on a new enforcement bill, told them, "1 know I won't be keeping you away from any
valuable work. I feel the longer I can detain you from passing bills,
the bigger help I'll be to the state." On the subject of prohibition, he
said, "Turkey is the only prohibition country besides us-we make a
fine gang don't we?" By the time the legislature convened for the 1931
session, the tide of public opinion had clearly swung to repeal. Many
prominent New Mexicans favored ending the noble experiment by
acknowledging that it had caused more problems than it had solved.
In fact, there was a popular notion that drinking had actually increased.
Bills were introduced to weaken prohibition or to repeal it altogether.
The Senate's Republican majority found itself fighting not to strengthen
prohibition but to save it, and managed to prevail one last time. 29
Women, through the Women's Christian Temperance Union, had
been largely responsible for the enactment of the prohibition laws, and
it was women who initiated momentum for repeal. The formation of
the Women's Organization for National Prohibition Reform was founded
in May 1929 in Chicago. The founders, although small in number, were
women with considerable power and prestige in American society.
They included Mrs. Pierce du Pont of Delaware, Mrs. William Lowell
Putnam and Mrs. Lothrop Ames of Massachusetts, Mrs. R. Stuyvesant
Pierrepont of New Jersey, and eleven prominent New Yorkers including
Mrs. Caspar Whitney and Mrs. Archibald Roosevelt. They sought to
protect "the American home" by replacing "thepresent corruption and
cember 18, 1925, p. 6, January 6, 1926, p. 6, April 1, 1926, p. 3, April 6, 1926, p. 5,
September 13, 1926, p. 1.
29. Santa Fe New Mexican, March 1, 1927, p. 3, March 4, 1927, p. 2, March 5, 1927,
p. 6, March 9, 1927, p. 3, March 10, 1927, p. 6, March 11, 1927, p. 1, March 14, 1927,
p. 3, March 21, 1927, p. 4, January 15, 1929, p. 6, February 9, 1931, p. 1, February 13,
1931, p. 1, February 17, 1931, p. 5, February 18, 1931, p. 1, February 23, 1931, p. 1,
March 4, 1931, p. 1, March 11, 1931, p. 1.
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hypocrisy with sobriety and honesty."30 In spring 1932, the New Mexico
branch ofthe Women's Organization for Prohibition Reform became a
powerful voice in a mounting chorus for repeal. The state chairman,
Mrs. Allan Clark, was an effective organizer, a compelling speaker, and
was just as energetic and ubiquitous as were the Lindseys when they
campaigned for the dry cause fourteen years earlier. 3l
With a group of powerful and articulate women of unimpeachable
character arguing for a political cause on the basis of its essential morality, the prohibition story had come full circle. In November 1932,
for reasons having little to do with prohibition, the nation swept into
office a political party with a repeal plank in its platform. The concatenation of these two events spelled the end of an era-repeal was a
foregone conclusion. The noble experiment was pronounced a failure
in the United States and in New Mexico. With only scant opposition,
the 1933 legislature agreed on the provisions of a repeal amendment
on Saint Patrick's Day and set the date of the referendum for September
20, 1933. The vote on that day was overwhelmingly wet. Only two
counties (Curry and Roosevelt) voted dry. New Mexico's "bone dry"
days ended officially November 16, 1933, a day that was marked with
no more particular notice in the press than was its quiet beginning in
the hectic fall of 1918. 32
Three questions require some consideration in a review of prohibition in New Mexico: What were the attitudes of the people about
the law? What was the effect of the law? How did the prohibition
experience in New Mexico differ from that in other states?
On the first question, it seems safe to say that the law was viewed
as separate and distinct from other laws. The bootlegger and the rumrunner were seen as consequences rather than breakers of the law.
Violations were commonplace, and lawbreakers generally escaped the
stigma associated with other sorts of lawlessness. Indeed, they were
considered to be filling a necessary position in the economy and social
life of their community. The purchase and consumption of alcoholic
beverages was never against the law, but those activities gave the
ordinary person the vicarious sense of breaking the law. Interviews of
people who lived in New Mexico during prohibition indicate that it
was commonplace to own a hip flask and offer someone a drink. Some
30. Thomas M. Coffey, The Long Thirst, Prohibition in America, 1920-1933 (New York:
W. W. Norton and Company, 1975), 259-60.

31. Santa Fe New Mexican, April 22, 1932, p. 4, June 23, 1932, p. 4, September 27,
1932, p. 6, January 21, 1933, p. 4, January 23, 1933, p. 1.
32. Santa Fe New Mexican, March 17, 1933, p. 1, September 20, 1933,p. 1.
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bootleggers apparently were allowed to operate openly. This popular
law-breaking led to frivolous attitudes about alcoholic beverage control
measures. A retired Albuquerque attorney spoke of the custom of vi·olating a part of the new law that required that drinks only be served
with a meal. A sandwich could be purchased in which the main ingredient was a rubber hot dog. It was considered good form to return
the wiener to the barkeep in order that it might be washed off and
reissued. 33 Prohibition did reduce the number of alcohol-related deaths
and violence, particularly in the beginning, but it also encouraged an
acceptance of law-breaking, which ultimately brought about movement
for repeal. Compared to other states, available statistics indicate that
New Mexico stood someplace near the center in its attitude toward the
"noble experiment."

33. Interviews with T. M. Pearce, October 14, 1985, and with Don L Dickason,
October 2, 1985.

